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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT|ON AGENCY
REGION 1V
345 COURTLAND STREET
ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30365
November 4, 1983

APM=EA/GM

Mr, M, J. Slres, 111

Assistant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment

U,S. Department of Energy

Savannah River Operatlons Offlce

P,0, Box A

Alken, S.C. 29801

Daar Mr, Sires:

In accordance with Sectlion 309 of the Clean Alr Act and the
Nattonal Environmental Policy Act, the Environmental Protection
Agency has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
and appendices, on the proposed resumption of L-Reactor opera-
tlon at the Savannah River Plant (Barnwall County) South
Carcolina. Cur evaluation reveals that there are a number of
significant environmental lssues resulting from this action
which remain unresoived or are s¥iii under sfudy in an effort
to effect mitigation, The major Issues are groundwater contam-
tnatfon assoclated with certain of the reactor's support facll-
Ities, discharge of heated effluent into Steel Creek which will
result in the destruction of extensive wetlands within the
craek and Its delta with the Savannah River, and uncertalnty
involving the treatment and disposal of varlous potential and
actual hazardous wastes generated from reactor operatlons,

The enclosed comments addraess all the Tssues which we have de-
termined or suggest require addlticnal assessment in the Final
E15, Nevertheless, the Information in the document, coupled
with our extensive dlalogue with your staff members and this

agency's long-term association with the Savannah River Plant,
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al low us to make a reasoned declsion on the proposal's overall
environmental acceptabllity,

On the basls of the outstanding water quality issues, a rating
of EU=-Z was assigned, That is, we have determined important
ground and surface water Impacts resulting from the facitity's
operation will be environmentally unsatisfactory In Its cur-
rently proposed design in that the document does not provide
sufficlent Information regarding the corrective measures that
will be employed to avoid adverse environmental impacts, We
know that the DOE Is presently working on developing these
measures, In cooperation wlth the regulatory agencles, We be-
I1eva that much of the additional Information that we have re-
guested Is already avallable to vou and should ba Includad In

SaCy AL

the Final EIS,

If we can be of any asslstance to you on this matter or you
wish to dlscuss any of our observatlons/suggestlons, Howard D,
Zeller (FTS 257-3476) wll| serve as our point of contact,

Sincerely yours,

Charles R, Jeter
Reglonal Adminlstrator

Enclosure
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Commant Comments Responseas
number
L=REACTOR
SAVANNAH RIVER PLANT
GENERAL OBSERVATIONS AND SPECIFIC COMMENTS
DA=~1 The Draft EtS describes the major environmental effects of All applicable Federal and state requirements for air and water
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the project, Howaver, the flinal EIS could be Improved by
the Inclusion of a more complete description of the dafici-
encies in the present reactor and attendant support system,
and Indicating what wi!l be done to carrect these condi-
tlons. A survey of the projected improvements and new Items
required for the overall facliity to meet alr and water
quallty standards reveals the shortcomings of the present
system, |1 also reveals certaln of the cleanup 1tems that
are necessary to meet requirements of the Resource Conserva-
tlon and Recovery Act (RCRA) and Comprehensive Environmental
Response Compensation and Liabllity Act (CERCLA), or DOE
equlivalent standards,

Most of the Tmprovements necessary to meet the desired
standards are adequately described In Chapter 5, "Incre-
mental, and Cumutative !mpacts from L-Reactor Operation,”
Howaver, we suggest that they be summartzed in the flrst
chapter, "Summary.,"” Individual detailed coverage could then
be given under “Environmental Consequences” In gach of the
chapters covering Ttems which nead mitigation or improve-
ment, The major items kn this regard fnvolve addressing
surface water discharges of certain contamlinants, mitigation
of thermal dlscharges, and better techniques for handling of
hazardous materlals, A clean~up/monitoring plan, to assess
the present zone of contamination, is of speclal interest,
Particular care must also be taken in regard to
potentlal/actual groundwater supplies in those areas already
determined to be contaminated or anticipated to become so,

The Draft EIS contalns a summary of projects which are belng
planned or are underway to correct the major deficlencles
noted above, These facllities/cleanup measures are vital to
any restart effort slnce they are necessary for the safe
operation of the plant and subsequent attalmment of alr and
water quality standards, This should be made clear in the
Final EIS,

quality will be met by L-Reactor, Including NPDES permit
conditions,

In this final E!S, an expanded discussion of coollng-water
mitigation alternatives and the SRP groundwater protection an
remdial actlon programs have besen Included. Pursuant to the
suggestions contalned In these comments, the summary to Volume
I of this EIS identifles the mitlgative actions to be takan
DOE, 25 well as the commjtments with respect to other
environmental protection programs,
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DA=-2 o The Draft EIS fafls to address the (mpact on the groundwater The E1S contains discusslions of potential (mpacts to the ground

system from the increase in effluent and waste volumes
which will be generated at supporting facilities when the
L-Reactor restarts. The report does state (Table 2-2) that
there will be a 33% increase In ef fluent volume at the Fusel
Fabrfcatfon Faclilfty and at the Chemical Processing Factl-
{ty, together with a 33% (ncresse {n waste volume to the
Waste Management Factlity. Yet, the Draft E)S omits any
further discussfon of the I(mplications of the (ncreased
volume on the planned remedfal actlons, It also fafls to
develop alternative strategfes to deal with the additional
materiat, Development of alternatives to deal with this
i{ssue was one of the essential suggestions EPA made (n {ts
previous coordination efforts on this faciiity. These op-
tlons need to be fncliuded {n the Final FiS5,

waters beneath the SRP from the operatlon of L-Reactor and (ts
support facilitles (Sections 4,1.1.3, 4,1.2,2, 4,3,3, 5,1.1.2,
and 5,1,1.4), These sections have been expanded to provide a
more thorough difscussfon of groundwater (mpacts. As noted (n
the £15, the {ncremental (mpacts to the shallow aqulfers be-
neath the central shops, burial ground, and M-, F-, H=, and
K-Area basins, and (mpacts beneath L-Area are expected to be
minor,

Alternatives Yo the use of the L-Reactor seepage basin are dfs-
cussed (n Sectfon 4,4,3. Use of sespage basins elsewhere on
SRP and the use of the SRP burial ground are all being evalu-
ated on a sitewide basis. These faciiities were used when L-
and R-Reactors were operating, The iIncremental effects of
L-Reactor operation are not likely to appreclably affe
planned remedial actfons, Alternative strategfes deal with
the {ncremental releasas of liquid wastewater and fow-leve!
radloactive wastes are discussed {n the "SRP Ground-water
Protect(on Implementation Plan," This plan has been reviewed
by the State ot South Carclina and EPA and fs currently being
ravised based on thelr c¢omments, This ptan will be the subjact
of a separate NEPA raoview {Section F_6)}. The DOE's comm!tment

to the protection of ground-water quality are dfscussed below,

As noted In the opening remarks to the public hearings on the
L-Reactor DEIS, the DOE (s committed to (1) an expanded program
of sitewide ground-water monltoring and study; (2) the involve-
ment of the State of South Carotina In onsite and offsite
ground-water monitoring activities; and (3) mit{gative actfons
at SRP to reduce poliutants reteased to the ground water as
needed., Additional detalls are provided (n Sectlons 6,1,6 and
F.6 of this EIS, Current plans call for discontinuing the use
of the M-hArea seepage basfn before April 1985 and operating a
process wastewater~treatment facllity at that time, Based on
Congressional author(zation and approvat of a FY 1986 funding
request, DOE plans to operate an effluent treatment facllity by
October 1988 to process wastewater and discontinue the use of
the F- and H-Area sespage basins (Sectfon 5.1.1.2),
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DA-3

DA-4

o Accordfng to DOE's "Groundwater Protection Implementation
Plan," the proposed restart comes at a critical stage In the
management of SRP's groundwater problem, Three facilities,
Fue! Fabri{catfons, Chemical Processing and Waste Management,
ara schedujed for decommissioning fn the near future sfnce
they have been responsible for significant groundwater
contamination.

To comply with the Congressional mandate, the Fuel Fabrica-
tion Facllity basin will be closed out by June 1985, At
that time, wastewater willl be routed fo a wastewater treat-
ment unit, AT present, the seepage basin which recefves
effluent from the Fuel Fabrication Area (s Impermeable to
downward percolation. This resvits {n effluent overflows in
a southwesterly direction to a lake down gradient, Severe
contamination In the upper aqu!fer posas an {mminent threat
to a deeper aquffer that supplfes drinking water to plant
employess and off-site communtties, Even though this could
only be a short-term sftuaftfon, the potential health and
safety I(mplications should be addressed (n the Final EIS.

As mentloned {n response to comment DA-2, the "SRP Ground-
Water Protection lmplementation Plan" was recently developed to
examine strateglies and schedules to t{mplemant mftigative
actfons required to protect the qualtty of the groundwaters
baneath SRP, Implementatfon of mitigative actions woulid be
accomp i{shed under DOE's Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
requfremaents, and would be compatible with the State of South
Carolina's hazardous waste management raquirements, The smal]
incremantal discharges due to L~Reactor restart will be
accounted for (n the design of effliuent treatment facilities
that will replace ex{sting seepage basins,

The sitewide ground-water protection plan will be the subject
of a separate NEPA review {Sectfon F,6), This NEPA review on
the ground-water protection plan wfll] cover such toplcs as
seapage besin decommissfoning, cleanup levels, costs and
schedules, and need for (nst{tutfonal controls,

Poljutants, principally chlorinated hydrocarbons used as de-
greasers, that were released to the M-Area basin, leaked from
the process sewer, and spllled from the M-Area solvent tank (n
the early 1960's, have migrated Into the Tertfary sediments,
This contam(nation fs discussed (n Sectfons 5,1,1,Z:Ths sayer
itna to Tims Branch no longer receives process wastewater an
the lfne to the M-Area bas{n has been repalred; dfscharges to
the M-Area basin wlli be discontinued by April 1985,

Although seepage basfins have been {n service at SRP s{ped the
mid=1950s, drinking water from the Tuscalcosa wells.An the cen-
tral portion of the SRP does not appear to be contaminated by
radfonuclfdes or chlorinated hydrocarbons, However, {n 1983,
two wells producing from the Tuscaloosa In A-Area were found to
have low concentrattons of chlorinated hydrocarbons; concentra-
ttons fn water samples from these wells ranged from less than 3
to lass than 27 micrograms per liter, Based on recent (nvestf-
gations by Geraghty & Mfller (1983) the following findings have
been made with respect to the enitry of chiorinated hydrocarbons
into the Tuscaloosa Aquffer:

"The presence of trichloroethylene (n well 53~A [(ndicates
that contaminants most likely are migrating from the shal-
lower Tertlary zone downward along the outslide of the well
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casing Into the gravel pack outside of the wall screen
sact{on, The contaminants appear to enter the wall {n the
upper parf of the scr‘eened sact lon between approximately
400 and 500 fest bis., An aiternats i{nterpretation con=
sfdered (s that the contaminat{on Is entering the wall
from the upper Tuscaloosa {tself, However, this zone is
free of contam{nation only 250 feet away, as shown by the
analyses of water samples from mon{tor wells MSB-34 TA and

TB."

Pubtic health and safety will be protected by the extansive
mon{toring program and plume management and remedfal! actfon
strategy that [s ptanned for M-Area., When moni{toring first
confirmed the presence of chlorinated hydrocarbons In water
from A-Area Tuscaloosa wells, the contaminated walls ware sh
down to praotect onsite personnet, The monitoring i{n A- and
M-Areas and nelighboring municipal water wells has shown tha
the contaminants have not migrated offsite and that no offsite
health risk will exist {n the foreseeable future., The M-Area
ground-water remed{al actlon project, scheduled for {mplementa-
tion fn August 1984, (s being designed to prevent chlorinated
hydrocarbons from reaching the Tuscaloosa Aquifer and any
offsite weii producing from the Tertiary ground-water system
{Steale, 1983), The remaedial program will arrest further
migration of the present contaminant plume (n the Tert{ary
ground-water system,

State and Federal agencl{es are revlawing plans for (mpeding
the growth of the contaminant plume and the removal of the
chlorinated hydrocarbons using a combinatfon of recovery wells,
and a large alr-stripper with a capacity of at least 9 times
tha tncremantal discharges to the M-Area seepage basin. Pllot
and prototype alr-s'rrtppers are currently operaﬂng i{n M-Area
with capacities of 0,075 and 0,18 cubic meter per minute,re—
spectively., In addition, the health of ons{te personnel will
be protected by changes In the water distr{butlon system, which
will obtain potable water only from the A-Area Tuscaloosa
wolls, which are unlfkely to recefve contamination from
Tertiary aqulfers,

DOE has recently conducted a workshop to discuss and review the
M-Area remedfal actlion program. Participants inciuded the EPA,
SCDHEC, SC Water Resources Commission, USGS, DuPont, and
Geraghty & Millier, All agreed that the planned program s
sound technically,
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DA-5

Decommissioning of the Chemical Processing Facllity basins
Is planned for late 1988, The effluent will then ba routed
to a wastewater treatment unft, with subsequent discharge to
surface water., The present affluent, which {s discharged to
seepage basins, meets the definftion of a hazardous waste
based on pH and chromfum. Groundwater (n the area has been
contaminated by both of these constituents, as well as
radionuclides, As a result of seepage, surface streams and
ad Jacant wetlands are recelving contamfnated discharge from
fhe groundwater system, Any add(tfonal dfscharge volume
{{,08,, the 33% additlonal volume from L-Reactor operation)
can only contrfbute to the existing problem, Again, the
health and safety Implicatfons of this fssue need to be
addressed in the Finatl EIS,

The L-Reactor (ncremental releases to the M-Area seepage basin
are currently projected to be 0,16 cublc meter per minute; they
are expected to be substantially smalter by the end of 1984,
Tha incremental releases will not contaminate the groundwater
within the Tuscaloosa Format{on, nor will drawdown of the
Tuscaloosa Formation by pumpfng {n A~Area (ncrease the movement
from the seepage basin and Lost Lake areas to the watertable,
The A- and M-Area ground-water remedlal action project Is
scheduled to be operating by August 1984, The recovery.wells
wili (ntercept seepage trom the M-Area seepage basin and Los
Lake areas when It reaches the water table (n about 10 to 17
years, Use of the M-Area seepage basin Is scheduled to be
dfscontinued by April 1985, when a wastewater treatment
facility will be In service, Addlitional detafls are provi

in Section 5,1,1,2, which has been expanded,

The amount of mercury and chromium released to the Separations
Areas seepage basins has decreased since the early and mfd-
1970's, Before 1972, approximately 7,9 and 9,4 kilograms of
marcury were released per reactor to the F- and H-Area basins,
respectively, More recently, the average contribution per
reactor has been about 0.7 and 2,1 kilograms, respectively,
Releases of mercury to these basins Is currently 0,5 and 8,0
kilograms per reactor, The additlon of a second evaporator to
process radloactive waste In the H-Area waste tanks has caused
a small fncrease (n the amount of mercury added to the H-Area
seopage basfin since mid-1982, In 1975 approximately 120 and
2310 kitograms of chromfum were dfscharged to the F- and H-Area
seepage baslins respectively, The discharge of chromium to the
H-Area seepage basin since 1982 was priancipally due to

the processing of redicactive waste produced prior to 1982,
After processing by the waste evaporator, the concentratad
fractions are sent to the high-leve! radicactive waste storage
tanks, Newly generated chromfum that comes from the RBOF
facility, which processas oftstte fuels and removes oxide from
onsita target assemblfes, (s processed through a waste
ovaporator, Thfs process step greatly reduces the amount of
chromium released to the H~Area seepage basins, !ncromental
releases of chromfum to the H-Area seepage basin from SRP
reactor support operatlions are currently about 0,2 kilogram per
year per reactor and are not expacted to be hazardous,
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On an annual average basis the relasases of marcury and chromlum
to the F- and H-Area seepage basins are axpected to remain at
levels belew those considered hazardous. Weekly composl|te
analyses showed that the Influent streams to these seepage
basins were not hazardous wlth respect to mercury and chromium
In 1982 (J.D, Spencer letter to G.A, Smithwick of 13 May 1983);
these waste streams could be frequently classified as hazardous
on the basis of low pH., In 1983, however, the waste streams to
the H-Area baslins exceed +the hazardous limits of mercury and
chromium about 10 percent of the time, Most of the chromlum
entering the basin is related to the processing of non-SRP fue!
elements, In 1983 mercury exceeded the 200 microgram per {ifer
hazardous limit in 6 weekly compos!te samples, reaching a maxi-
mum of 640 micrograms per iiter. The source of mercury to the
basins Is waste tank evaporator overheads. Although more mer-
cury will go fo tanks as a result of L-Reactor restart, dis-
charges of mercury should not Increase significantly, Also,
fewer exceedances of the mercury limlt are expected because
amount of mercury belng released has been reduced,

The continved use of the F- and H-Area seepage baslins Is being
ovaluated on a sitewide basis {Section 6,1.6, and F.6 of the
FEIS) Waste treatment facilltles for the F- and H-Areas are
belng studled and bench scale demonstrations are beln
formed, The draft SRP Groundwater Protectlion Imp)
Plan dliscusses the schedule for completion of the“waste
treatment facllities in the Separations Areas {(October 1988)
provided Congressional authorlzation and appropriation is
obtalined.

The L-Reactor incremental releases fto the Separations Areas
seapage baslins are projected to be 0.04 cublc maters per minute
and 0,09 cublc matars per minute to the F-Area and H-Area seep-
age baslns, respectively, The Incremaental releases are ex-
pected to Increase the concentrations of constituents In the
contaminant plume by about 7 percent, The water quality offour
Mile Creek will be Impacted as the ground water flows Into the
croek through seepline springs In lowlying wetland areas,
Concentrations of constlituents In the creek water will be in-
creased by about 7 percent, However, drinklng water standards
are not expected to be exceeded, and the quallty of the creek

cem e o masemam sndeoa e
water is expected to be similar to that of the Savannah River

below the outfall of C-Reactor, Radloactive constituents will
meet DOE criterla for releases to uncontrolled areas when Four
Mile Creek flows into the Savannah River. The direction of
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ground-water flow and the ground-water (slands make (t highly
unllkely that any contamtnated shailow ground water will reach
offsite ground-water users (Du Pont, 1983; DPST-83-829),
Baneath the central portlon of SRP, the predomfnant flow direc~
tions in the Congaree and Tuscaloosa are toward the Savannah
River; these formatfons discharge to tha Savannah River,
Also see the responses to commants DA-2 and DA,

DA-6 The draft "Groundwater Protection 1mplementat{on Plan® SRP operati{ng procedures do not allow hazardous wastes to be

proposes to decommissfon the Low Leval Waste Burial Ground
in the late 1990's; however, EPA has requested that the
decommi{ssfoning and alternate disposal plan be expedited,
The present practice of disposing of low level radfoactive
waste, In comblination with chemical waste, into trenches fn
the ground does not represent state-of-tha—art technology
and may violate RCRA requirements, To increase the volume
of waste which must be handled by this facility befors the
decommissloning plan has been deveioped, {s out of loglca!
phasing. Practically speaking, SRP needs to develop a
proper disposal facllity to handle the present wolumes of
waste mater{als beftore any addftional waste (s generated,

Impacts on the groundwater system from the discharge of
contaminated water from the dfsassembly basin to a seepage
basin located near the L-Reactor, have been dfscussed fn the
ODratt EIS. Wastewater discharged to this besin is primarily
contaminated with radionuclides which contaminate the upper
aqui fer and eventually discharge to Steel Creek, Alterna-
tives to seepage basin disposal were discussed and evaluated
tn the EIS, with the subsequent conclusfon that seepage
basin disposal {s the preferred alternative, As stated
before, seepage basians do not represent state—of-the-art
disposal technology and may violate RCRA requirements,

Every attampt should be made to develop an appropriate
alternative to replace the seepage basin, or to (mprove

disposed of at the SRP burial ground, An {mplamentation plan
{s baing developed at SRP to assure compliance with DOE re-
quirements (DOE Order 5480,2) for the management of hazardous
and radloact{ve mixed waste, A groundwater protect{on plan and
a RCRA program management plan have been formulated by DOE for
SRP, Rasearch programs at SRP are investigating new methods
for immobilizing and tmproving methods of low-level radicactive
waste disposal at SRP, These programs {nclude (1) wastewater
treatment processes; (2) beta~gamma waste {ncineratfon; (3) (m-
mobttization and stabtifization of waste In coment grouts (salt-
crete and ashcrete); and (4) greater confinement disposal
technologfes.,

Effluents discharged to F-, H-, and M-Area sespage basins fre-
quently meet the definition of hazardous waste bacause of low
pH. Typlcally, these waste streams can contain 1,1,1-trichlor-
osthane (M-Area), chromium {H-Area), and mercury {F- and
H-Areas), In 1982 the concentrations of these substances were
bolow levels considered to ba hazardous (!, D. Spencer letter
to G. A, Smithwick dated May 13, 1983), However, In 1983 the
waste streams to the H-Arsa seepage basin exceeded the
hazardous limits for mercury and chromfum about 10 percent of
the time, As noted in response to comment DA-4, almost all of
the chromium entering the H-Area seepage basin Is related to
the processing of non-SRP reactor fuel elements, In 1983,
mercury exceaded the 200 microgram per Iliter hazardous |{imit
(n 6 waekiy composi{te samples, reaching a max|mum of 640
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water quallty before discharge to the groundwater, to mint-
mize fmpact on the groundwater system and assoclated dls-
charge areas, In the meanwhile, the range of potentfal
consequences of this situatfon should be discussed in Final

Ve e wis L0200

m{crograms per liter. The total discharge (fncluding the
L-Reactor I(ncremental raoleasas) of chromtum and mercury are
expacted to ba below thelr respective hazardous lim(ts on an
annual average basis. The contaminant plumes from the F-, and
H-Area basins wii{] be confined to the Tertfary groundwater
systems,

DOE Order 5480,2, "Hazardous and Radioactive Mixed Waste Man-
agement,” was (ssued on December 13, 1982, to requlate the gen-
eration, transportation, treatment, and/or disposal! of haz-
ardous wastes at DOE defense-rejated facliities., As noted (n
Chapter 7 of this Final EIS, DOE {s (mplementing--under the 22
February 19834 Memorandum of Understanding with EPA-~a Hazardous
Waste and Radloact{ve Mfxed Waste Management Program which is
comparable to the design and performance crfterfa, other tech-
nfcal requirements, and record keeping and reporting require-
ments of tha regulations adopted by EPA to (mplement RCRA, The
SRP hazardous~waste management program wtll meet the techn(cal
requirements of the EPA hazardous-waste regulatfons (40 CFR
260-266 and 270) and is compatible with SCOHEC requirements,
DOE Is alsc working closely with SCOHEC on all activities
related to hazardous-waste management, The remedf{al acttons
proposed In the draft "SRP Ground-Water Protection Implementa-
t+ion Plan" are consistent with the DOE RCRA compllance program;
initfatives will be compatible with SCOHEC hazardous-waste
managemant 1-egu latlons,

DOE Is formulating closure plans for seepage basins and the
burfal ground on a sitewide basis, The NEPA review of the
ground-water protectfon plan will, when applicable, addr
decommissioafng of certafn faclliftfes to the extent pP cti-
cable,

The consequances that might result from the use of the
L-Reactor saepage basin or one of the alternatives to [ts use
have been discussed (n Sections 4,1,2,2 and 4,4,3, Sufficient
detalls are provided to assist the declisfonmaker {n formulating
a reasoned deci{sion relating to the disposal of detfonized and
filtered dfsassembly purge water,
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DA=? o Control and disposal ot hazardous wastes generated by the Sectfons 4,1,1.5, 4,1,1,7, 4,1,2.1, 4.1,2,2, 5,1,1,2, 5.1,2,1,

operatton of the L-Reactor are not adequately addressed,

The types and quantities of hazardous wastes produced and
how those wastes are handted fn terms of storage, treatment
and ultimate dfsposal need to be detalled, The Final EIS
should address the type of technfcal standards which DOE
will use for the storage, treatment, and d{sposal of hazard-
ous wastes, as well as how DOE wfll comply with state and
fedaeral environmental permitting requirements for hazardous
waste facflities under RCRA,

in a2 letter to EPA [n November 1980, DOE stated that (+ con-
s{dered (ts hazardous waste activitfes at the Savannah River
Plant to be exempt from regulatfon under RCRA, However, a
June 22, 1983, opfnion from A, James Barnes, EPA Genera)
Counsel, states that RCRA applles to DOE fact!itfes except
tn Instances where applicatfon of those requlations would be
irconsfstent with the requirements of the Atomic Energy Act.

From the 1imlted (nformation on page 5-2, It appears that
the facilify does generate some wastes which will be regu-
lated under RCRA, Therefore, the Final EIS should provide

a li{st of those waste chemicals which are cons({dered hazard-
ous under RCRA, and a description of how these wastes wil!
be handled In compliance with RCRA, During the permitting
process, EPA will evaluate all groundwater quallty data, the
design and operating procedures for those basins/ponds, and
any other hazardous waste activities,

Section 5,1.1,2 describes the Increase In contamination of
the groundwater as a result of the L-reactor operatfon but
does not discuss any remedial actfon for cleanfng up the
groundwater, This contamination {s coming mainly from seep-
age basfns (n the F and H areas, S5{nce the "SRP Groundwater
Implementation Protection Plan" is ment(oned (n the response
to DA-2, and since the corrective action for the seepage
basfns in areas F and H would be accomplished under that
plan, a tentative schedute for (ts Implementation should be
developed, This schedule would take {nto consideration the
the uncertaintles of the review process,

If Order DOE 5480,2 tncorporates the provisfons of RCRA by
reference, as stated, then It contains requirements for
corrective action for groundwater contafminat{on,

5.1.2,2, and 5,1,2,8, which have been expanded, dfscuss dfs-
charges from L-Reactor and the Incremental dfscharges in the F-
and H-Areas and M-Area, The handling of these wastes will be
{n accordance with DOE Order 5480,2 and the 22 February 1984
Memorandum of Understanding with EPA. DOE wi(!l cooperatae with
and coordinate these activittes with SCDHEC,

Effluent treatment fac(lities that would take the place of the
F- and H-Area seepage basfns are scheduted to be completed by
October 1988, and the seepage basins are scheduled to be
decomm{ssioned by the end of 1990, pending Congressional
authorizatlion and appropriation, Current plans call for
dfscontinulng the use of the M-Area seepage basin bafor
1985 and operating a process wastewater—-treatment factlity at
that time. The M-Area ground-water remedial action project (s
scheduted for Implementatfon fn August 1984,

Also see the response ¥o comment DA-6,
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Comment Commants Responses
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DA-8 o The effect on groundwater of materi{al leaving the seepage RCRA cons fderations are discussed in the responses to comments
bas{ns poses some further environmental concerns {nwvolving DA-6 and DA-7, Gas chromatograph scans for hydrocarbons In
RCRA. F&H area studfes have shown that chemicals, e.q., tha effluent released to F- and H-Area seepage basfns show
mercury, 1,1,1,~trichloroathane and chromfum from the concentrations of less than 66 micrograms per liter, These
seepage basins have entered the shal jow groundwater system concentrations are simflar to those measured fn upgradient and
and are migrating through the saturated soll to outcrop downgradfent ground water (Sectfon F,5,3; Du Pont 1983,
zones and springs near Four Mile Creek, Although water DPST-83-829),
quality In the Savannah River s expected to meet the
criteria for a Class B waterway below Four Mile Creek, there As noted {n Sections 5,1.1 and 5,1,2 d(scharges of chemicals
{s no mention of how thaese groundwater discharges affect and radloactivity have migrated from the ground water beneath
Four Mfle Creek, This appears to demonstrate a method of the F~ and H-Area seepage basins to outcrop zones near Four
dfscharging pollutants to a stream without a permit by using Mile Creek. As a result, concentrations of chlorfde, nitrate,
the groundwater as the medf{um of transport. Furthermore, suifate, sodfum, and calcium are substant{ally higher (n Four
RCRA requires that ail hazardous wastes be contained or, if Mile Cresk upstream of C-Reactor cooifng=water ef fluent than In
a treated by the land treatment methcd, that the contaminant Upper Three Runs Creek; the concentrations of these chemicals
not go beyond the treatment zone, Since there is a definite {n Four Mile Creek are simflar to those fn the Savannah River
relationsh(p between reactor operations and waste products (Table 4,17 {n DOE, 1982, DOE/EIS5-0082),
generated and stored (n all areas of SRP, this matter needs
tc ba resolved In the Final EIS, Trit{um and nonvolatile beta activities are also elevated (n

this stretch of Four Mile Creek, {(Ashley et al., 1982, DPSPU

o Likewise, contaminants discharged to the seepage basfn In M 80-302), but do not exceed DOE concentration guides for
area have entered the groundwater, Methods to remove these uncontrol led areas,
contaminants are presently belfng (nvestigated. Nonetheless,
the basin will be deactfvated in 1985, The resultant mit{- Incremental Impacts to the water quality due to L-Reactor
gatfon plan developed from these studies should be expedi- operation are expected to be small, At most, the concentra-
tiously formulated and made avallable for (nteragency review tions will Increase by 7 percent, The water quallty of Four
tn a supplemental document, We recommend that closure plans Mflo Creek above the C-Reactor outtall will rematn stm(lar fo
for M area be developed immedfataly and that these closure that of tha Savannah River, Tritfum and other radionuclides [n
pians contain enforced schedules, Post closure plans de- Four M{le Creek will not excesd DOE concentration guidelines
scribing groundwater monitor(ng and correct{ve actlon for for releases to uncontrolled areas.
groundwater contamination, should also be developed. The
closure and post closure plans should be submitted to EPA The DOE comm{tmant to ground-water quallty protection and
and the South Carolina Department of Health and Env{ron- remadial actions fn relation fo M-Area are discussed in
mental Control for review, response to comment DA-2Z,

o In a related matter, there Is concern that the resumption of The migration of contaminants from seepage basfns Into the
L-Reactor oparation will result (n Increased groundwater shal low groundwater systems and the protectfon of public health
withdrawal, This could cause addftifonal drawdown of the and safety are discussed (n the revised Sectfons 4,1 and 5.1 of
groundwater leve] beneath adjacent seepage basins, thereby this EIS as well as (n response to comments DA-4 and DA-3,
increasing the tendency of contaminants to enter the ground- Several hydrogeologlc systems exfst baneath the SRP seepage
water and mfgrate, This possibtlf{ty should be factored fnto basins, A thick clay un!t of the basa) Congaree and upper
any mitigation study with the rangs of potential (mpacts £1llenton formatlons overlles the Tuscaloosa sands and separates
discussed (n the Final EIS, this unit from overlying units, Other clays hold Intermediate

positions between the Tuscaloosa and the surface. Thus,
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number

Comments Raesponses

DA-9

drawdowns (n the Tuscaloosa will not tend to Increase the
movement of poliutants from seepage basins to the groundwater,

In A-Area the cone of depressfon in the Tuscaloosa Formation (s
not reflected f{n the water level of the overlying Tertiary
groundwater system even though the green clay Is discontinuous
{n this area, The green clay In the Separations Area (s about
2 meters thick and has a very low permeablility; [t supports a
head difference of as much as 24 meters. Measurements at the
H-Area seepage basins I[ndicate that the under|ying Congaree
Formatlon has not been contaminated by tritium migrating from
these basfns, The green clay also supports & large head dlf-
ference at the Par Pond pumphouse weil. Tritium concentrations
fn this well are below background levels even though Par Pond
water exhibits tritium concentrations of 27,000 pCf/l, At the
pumphouse and fn L-Area the green clay is about 7 meters thick
and very (mparmeable, Groundwater w{thdrawal from the Tusca-
loosa Aqulfer for L-Reactor and {ncremental use is expected to
be only a few percent greater than In 1982, The green clay and
other clay unlts above the Tuscaloosa Formation wiil contfnue
to offer protectlon to Tuscaloosa groundwater in areas whare
the upward head differentlal between the Tuscaloosa and
Congaree Formations becomes zero or downward,

o The large, uncontrolied, thermal discharges pose major regu- Section 4,4,2 of the EIS, which discusses cooling-water mitiga-

latory problems, Since 1980, when President Carter decided tion alternatives, has been revised based on publlic comments

*o Increase product!ion of nuclear msterlals, thsrs has been received on The draft Ei5S. Specificaily, Section 4,4,2 has

an apparent presumption that the L-Reactor could be re— bean revised to provide a detafled discussfon of additf{onal

started without any control of the thaermal discharge, This combinations of varl(ous cooling-water systems. In Saction

presumption was apparentiy based on the prior operatfon of 4.4.2, esach of the cooling-water mitigation systems is evalu-

the plant and did not account for pollutfon laws enacted ated for attalning the thermal discharge limits of the State of

subsequent to the reactor belng placed on "stand-by" (n South Carolina, Secttfon 4.,4,2 and a revised Appendix |,

1968, Floodplain/Wetland Assessment, discuss the wetland Impacts of
each of the systems considered,

The Draft EIS recommends discharge of untreated cooling

water to Steel Creek, Steel Creek Is presently classified The Departmant of Energy has been reviewing and evaluating

as a Class 'B' stream Ia South Carolfna., Such a class!fica- alternative cooling-water systems for L-Reactor, Based on

tion means that the stream s sultable for ff{shing, survival these reviews and evaluatfons, and consultations with represen~
and propagation of fish and other fauna and flora, The pro— tat{ves of the State of South Carolfna regarding a mutua

posed acti{on would allow eleven cublic meters/sec of efflu- agreed upon compllance approach, a preferred cooling-water m{t-
ent, at B0°C, to be discharged to the stream, Such action fgatfon alternative (s fdentified fn this EIS, This preferred
will effectlively eliminate the present |i{fe forms from the coocltng-water alternative fs to construct a 1000-acre lake
stream, As such, we determine that the proposed action (s before L-Reactor resumes operation, to redesign the reactor

not compatible with the established water use classification outfall, and to operate L-Reactor {n a way that assures a
assigned to Steel Creek, We noted that Stee] Cresk was balanced” blologlcal community in the lake, The Record of

" /




CLT-H

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)
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numbar

Commants

Responses

previously subjected to a thermal ef fluent and suffered
adverse (mpacts sim(lar to these noted above, Howaver,
stnce the discharge was terminated habltat/spacles succes=
ston has occurred such that the area has recovered, to a
great extent, The proposed dlscharge would raverse the
recovery and, In our evalvation, would be a violation of the
State water quality standards,

In a related matter, we bolleve the discussion of the NPDES
parmit actf{on avolds a major i{ssuve, Namely, what alterna-
tives witl the Department of Energy consider {f the permit
{s not granted under the conditlons antlicipated {n the Draft
EIS?

EPA has been performing varfous modaling analyses to esti{-
mate the radlological {mpact of current and future releases
at the SRP, The results of these analyses compare closely
with the calculated values which were generated by DOE and
presanted in the Draft EIS, In additilon, fleld surveys ware
conducted by EPA to determine radfoact{vity In afr emissions
from the plant site by direct measurement, Although the re—
port of this data {s stil! in preparation, EPA's monitoring
data appear to be within a few parcent of DOE's results,

These surveys and analyses were conducted not onty for com—
parative purposes to verffy EPA's analysis agalfnst DOE's
models, but to establish an additional data base for EPAl's
standard setting ef fort under Section 112 of the Clean Alr
Act (CAA), Considering the dose and risk numbers which EPA
generated for DOE faci)ities as a part of proposing stand-
ards for CAA, we find that the proposed L-Reactor operations
will comply with the standard which EPA {s proposing,

The total occupattonal doses which DOE expected from the
operation of L-Reactor were also reviewed, "The total ex-~
pected occupatlonal dose from operation of L-Reactor and [(ts
support facilities (s 360 person-rem ({.,e., 69 person-rem
for L-Reactor and 291 person-rem from support facilities),
The average work torce {n each reactor area fs about 375
paople; thus, the average annual individual dose to workers
in the L-Area wil! be about 185 millirem per year." Compar-

Ina *+haca nimhare 4+~ FPAVe nrAanmacad Doadiatfan Deabostian
g TNg990 NUNJOY S 10 orn 9 pProplaTu nauid s sOn T OTaly aun

Guldes (Federal Reglster Yol, 46, No, 15, Friday, January
23, 1981), which proposed 5 rem whole body, we found that
L-Raactor will be baslow EPA's proposed Radiation Protection
Guides for occupational workers,

Decision prepared by the Department on this EIS will state the
cooling-water mitigation measures that will be taken which wil)
al low L-Reactor operati{on to be In compliance with the
condit{ons of an NPDES permit to be (ssued by the State of
South Carolina.

4
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Comment
number
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DA-10

An assessment of the health Impact from resumed operation of
the L-Reactor Indlcates an estimated Individual I1fetime
tatal cancer risk of 1,0E-4, The estimated co!lective
cancer risk per year of operation Is SE-3, wlth 85 percent
of the risk due to ftritium, Ingestion Is also the major
contrlibuting (lguld pathway to health risk {72 percent), We
can conclude from the above that the risks to the general
publlc, off-site, should be considerably less than the
estimated on-slte risks,

The EPA National Interim Primary Drinking Water Regulations,
promy|lgated under the provistons of the Safe Drinking Water
Act, became effective in June 1977, and apply to the commu-
nlty water supply systems such as those at Beaufort-lJasper,
South Carolina, and Port Wentworth, Georgia, downstream of
the Savannah Rlver Plant, These regulatlons Tnclude lImits
for radlonucllides, such as tritium, radioceslum, cobalt, and
strontium, that wili fimit radiation deses to water users to
less than 4 millirem per year, Both of these water supplies
have been monitored by the states, Radlatlon exposures In
recent years have been about 0,28 mrem/year, Based on the
expacted releases from the restart of the L-Reactor, its
contribution has been estimated at up to .04 mililrem per
yaar from tritium, radiocesium and cobalt from the
L-Reactor, or a contribution of about one-seventh of the
total, The total dose of about 0.32 mrem/year is about
one~twelfth (1/12) of the EPA Drinkling Water Standard,

Further radiologlcal and monitoring data should be presented
at scheduled intaervals, perhaps as supplemants to the Flnal
ElS, or as monitoring and data reports, This suppliemental
Information should Include any observed displacement of
radlofsotopes, which are now contalned in Steel Creek sedi-
ments, together with and monitoring data from the seepage
basTns and surrounding wells, until| such tIime that these
seopage basins are dlscontlnued,

Radlologlical monltoring of Savannah River water, water supplies
at Beaufort-Jasper and Port Wentworth, and aquatic food sup-
pltes from the river and the estuary are reported annually In a
serles of reports entitled Environmental Monltoring in the
Vicinity of the Savannah River PlanT; The most recent Issua,

for calendar year 1982, Is Dﬁ§PU-§3—$0-I. Expanded monitoring,

to assess the disptacement of radiocactlive fsotopes Tn Steel
Creek and in the Savannah Rlver swamp, wlli be Included In
future issues of this report, Onsite monlitoring of wells and
seepage basins 1s reported annually In a series of reports
antitied Environmental Monitoring at the Savannah River Plant,
This report Ts an Infernal report for DOE and ITs confractors
for use In reviewlng the ef fects of ongoing SRP operations.
OOt [s considering placing this report In the DOE Public
Reading Room In Alken, South Carolina,
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Comment Commants Responsas
number
Spec(flc Comments
2.2 Proposed Action -- Restart of L-Reactor

DA-11 pe 2-11, Fig., 2-2 - The release data summary for SRP The L-Area ofl and chemical plt, which (s approximately 70
(Ashiey, Zeigler, and Culp, DPSPU 81-25-1) refers to meters northeast of the L-Reactor seepage basin, received low
radfonucifdes seeping from the L Oil and Chemical lavels of radloactive oll and chemica! waste from 1961 to
Basin, Where (s {t and why {s this source of 1979, This pit Is no longer In use; [+ wtll not be used when
rad{onuctides not mentioned In the DEIS? L-Raactor operatfon {s resumed, The pit will be fncluded (n

the overall hazardous waste management program under DOE Order
5480.2.
3.7 Radiation Environment

DA-iZ p. 3,57, para, 6 - Radiation exposure from dentai pros- The statement on p, 3.57 of the drait £i5 has been modified to
theses and cardlac pacemakers are medi{cal sources delete dental prosthesls and cardlac pacemakers,
rather than environmental sources,

DA=-13 p. 3-58, para, 4 = Internal dose may be sf{te depend- The {nternal dose referred to {n this paragraph was the natural
ent, Individuals tiving near the SRP boundary may (nternal radfation dose (see Table 3-15 of the draft EIS),
recelve a higher i{nternal dose from eating contaminated Such a dose, recaived primarily trom naturat radloactivity In
foods (H-3) than (ndividuals living farther away from the diat, (s generally consldered to be Independent of a site
+he plant, Also, the chemistry of dlffereat sol! types bacausa of the wide difstribution of food and fertilizers,
will yfeld differing radlonuclide uptakes by plant
foods.

p. 3-61, para, 2 - The 1982 release of radloactivity
from L-Area to >teel Creek produced concentrations
below that which would be conslidered harmful, In fact,
the concentrations reported to have bean measured In
the canal were less than the EPA lfm{ts for drf{nking
water,
DA-14 p, 3-63, Table 3~18 - The data (n this table do not Reference (n the text of Section 3,7,2.1 has been made to Table

reffect the true contribution L-Reactor has had on the
Cs=137 bultd=-up {n the sediments of Steel Creek.
Referrat to Table D-3 (p., D-8) shows that the area
affected betwsen L-Reactor and Road A {s about 7 times
greatar than between P- and L-Reactor, Table 3-18
should be expanded to ifnclude this {nformatfon or, at
teast, reference should be made to Table D-3 in a

R e .
TUUTIFD | D,

D.3,
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DA-15 pe 3-65, Flgure 3-14 - How many of the 55 unexplalned Invantory estimates ware made using three different technliques

curles of Ts=137 can be explained by the uncertainty In based on stratifled random sampiing, aerial gamma spectroscopy,
the estimates? That ls, what are the + values on the and a "welghted" analysls of radiocesium contents (microcurles
284 Cl released and on the 229 Ci sediment Invantory, per square meter) of indlvidual soll cores. Error estimates
Although only a minor contribution, the 0.4 CI esti- could be calcutated only for the stratified random sampling
mated to be In Steal Creek biota seems low, An esti- estimate: 56,89 & 8,86 C1 (% 95 percent conflidence Iimit),
mate of the mass of vegetation along Steel Creek from This estimate provided the lowest estimate (mean) of the radio-
L-Reactor to the Savannah River Is apparentiy not caslum Inventory. The highest Invantory estimate was derlved
Included in the DEIS, from the "welghted" soll core analysis (67.09 Ci). This

highest estimate was used as the Inventory In Steel Creek,
Greater datall on these analyses Is presented in Smith et al.,
1982, Chapter V!). Section 3.7,2.1 and Appendix D provide
possible explanatins for the unaccounted for cesium-137. The
transport calculations were made Independent of the Inventory
estimates,

The transport during the first year attributable fo blotic
transport Is based on a surficlal biomass !nventory of 304
grams per square meter, Based on Tables D=3 and D=10 of the
Draft E1S and the biomass estimate of 304 grams per square
mater, the transport estimate 1s about 0,13 curle, some 3 times
less than the 0.4 curfe used In the total transport estimate of
4.4 t 2.2 curles during the first year,

ps 3-66 - Concentrations of Cs-137, Co-60, and 5r-90 in
watar where there Is a possiblltty for consumptlion are

presantly at levels that present no health hazards,
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DA-16 pe 3-66, 3,7.2.3 - This section Is vague and should be Approximately 0,5 curie of strontium—-89 and 40.8 curies of

‘fmproved on the basis of measured Sr-90 concentrations
in Steel Creek sediments and vegetation, DPSPU 81-25-1
racords suggest that the 63 C are now [n Steel Cresek
or downstream. The fact that kaolin has lfttle sorp-
tive capacity for strontium does not assure {ts absence
fn Steel Creek; nor does [ts absence In the Swamp

downstraam,

Clay sofis do not have quite the same fon-exchange
characteristics for cobalt as they have for cesfum,
Thus, transport to the Savannah R{ver may be more rapid
for Co~60 than for Cs=137. However, Co-60 levels do
not appear to be si{gnificant,

stront{um-90 were raleased to Steel Creaek from L=~ and P-Areas
(Ashley, et, al,, 1982), Because of (ts short half-1i{fe (50,5
days), no measurable quantitiaes of strontium89 are likely to
axfst (nthe creekbed sediments, Stront{um—90 has a half-life
of about 28 years, About 14,3 curles of strontium90 have been
lost by radicactive dacay, Based on ERDA (1977) and Marter
(1974), another 20,8 curfes have been fransported to the Savan-
nah River, Thus, about 5.7 curfes of stront{um-90 might stiti
remafn (n the sediments of Steel Creaek, Soll coring (n Steel
Cresk at Road B, Cypress Bridge, and near {ts mouth has de-
tected strontium=90 concentrations ranging from 0,11 to 0,14
plcocurie par gram (n 1978 to 0,12 to 0,24 plcocurie per gram
in 1979, Af the SRP controi station, strontium95( concenira-
tions of soll samplas were 0.06 plcocurie par gram [(n 1978 and
0,14 picocurie per gram (n 1979 (Ashley et al,, 1982), Thase
sofl coring studies suggest that the {nventory might be much
less than 5.7 curles, 1t {s not surprising that most of the
strontium-90 has been transported from Steel Creek, because the
kaolin clay particles of the creekbed sediments have l{ttle
sorptive capaclty for strontifum, The distribution coefficlent
tor stront{um=90 in SRP kaolinitic solls might be as low as 20
(Obtath et al,, 1983), at least 35 timas lass than that for

ceslum-137,

Stront {um-90 has not been detected above background levels fn
Creak Plantation swamp sediments, However, this radionuclide
has been detected (n composited swamp vegetation samples at
concentrations of a few plcocurles per gram (Marter, 1974),
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DA-17

DA~-18

DA-19

4,1,2 Radlologlcal Impacts of L-Reactor Operation

Page 4-24, Figure 4-6 - Some environmental +ransport
mnaels wli| TnclTude consumption of contamlnated water
by maat and mllk producing animals, The authors may

wish to recognlze this potentlal pathway and comment on
Its relevance to the SRP In the text,

p., 4-25, 4,1,2,2 - The earllier bellef that lower-lying
aqulfers {Ellentfon, Tuscaloosa) would not be contami-
nated by seepage has been undermined by observatlons of
chlorocarbons In these aquifers at other locations on
site, Can the statement In the third paragraph "tend
to preciude contamination™ be made more speclfic by
groundwater quality data analysis at this locatlon?
"™Mitigation® should probably be "migration" in the
second paragraph,

pe 4=27, Table 4-11 - Vaiues llsted in this table were
computed and found to be correct, The radionuclides
Mn-54, Fe-55, Fe-59, Co-57, and Ni-63, are not
mentioned although they are common activation
products, Were attempts made to measure them?

ps 4-28 - NRC codes and parameters (Reg. Gulde 1,109)
were used to compute indlvidual and population doses
{Appendix B}, Although thess methods may not exactly
duplicate those In use by EPA, they are comparable,

Dose eaquivatents listed in Tables B-7 to B~10 for
atmospheric releases from L-Reactor appear reasonable
based on a 1982 EPA study of the alrborne releases from
P~Raactor,

There s no known use of downstream Savannah River water to

supply mllk- or meat-producing animals or for farm crop irriga-
tion, Assuming that irrigation of 1000 acres of farmland could
potentially occur In the future, the dose to the consuming pop=~
ulation wou!d range between 0.005 percent of natural background

radlation for leafy vegetatlion and 0,05 percent of natural
rac:arvion Tof Ty vegeTta ang L.,Jt2 percen aTura:

background for vegetation., The dose for consumption of milk
and meat would be between thls range.

The text of the EIS has been changed to reflect the Information
In thls response and to correct the typographical error noted
In the comment ("mitligation™ to "migratlon"),

Most of the radionuclides Ilsted In Table 4-~11 are those that
wliil be released to the environment after flitration and de-
Tonlzation. These expacted releases are based on radionuclide
analyses of effluents from exlsting operating reactors,
Manganese-54 tron-55, lron-59, cobalt-57, and nickal-63 are

P P S Ll- = J.“-.L,

not nof Illally dggrtacCravia Iﬂ rreared reactor GTI’IUG"TS at :l“r'.
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DA-20

DA-21

DA-22

DA-23

DA-24

p. 4-29, Table 4-14 - 1f these dose squivalents are
T00-yr dose commltments (p. B-35, para, 2) the table
should so state,

Page 4-28, 4-29 and Fiqgure 4-6 - The pathways descrlbed
Tn The Teﬁf Yor Tiquid releases do not (nclude use of
river water for irrigation of human food crops or
animal feed crops, Howaver, Flgure 4-6 shows Irriga-
+ion ac a pathway, In some dosimetric and risk calcu-
lations, [rrigatfon has proven to be a major pathway to
man. The suthors should state thelr reasons for not
Including irrigation as a pathway {n thelr {ndividual
and their population dose equivalent and risk
calcutations,

Page B-14, last parag?ph (continued on page B-=31) -
Since speclal models have been used for H-3, L-14,
Kr-85, and 1=129, the finat EIS should provide the
references for thase models {n the bibliography.

p. 4-29, last para, - How does the drinking water con-
centration of tritium at the Beaufort-lasper and Port
Wentworth water intakes compare with the EPA drinking
water timit?

Hl}af does 0/yr water consumption mean (n Table B-207
1/yr?

Page B=-32, Table B=18 - For some nuclides, limfting the
ﬁ%ﬁ#ﬁ'ﬂﬁnm”mn* (EDC) calculattons to a
100-year (ntegration pertod and fo consideration of the
U.S. population, may cause the major portion of the (n-
$intte EDC to the worid population fo be left unre-
ported, For exampte, Fowler predicts the total body
EDC to the world population tor a release of 1 Ci of
C-14 to the atmosphere (as CO) to be 28 man-rem/Ci

Alt population doses shown {n the EIS are 100-year dose
commitments, as described in Appandix B, This has been
clarified In the EIS,

Figure 4-6 of the draft E1S (s a generic exposure pathway
descriptton (not specific to SRP) that (s covered fn models
recommended by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (Regulatory
Guide 1,109), There (s no known use of downstream Savannah
Rivar water to supply milk= or meat-producing animals or for
farm crop irrigation,

Tha Final £15 has [ncorporated the applicable references In The
bibl{ography to Appendix B,

Based on an average river flow rate of 294 cubic meters per
second and tritium release values listed (n Table 4-10, tritium
concentrations In Beaufort-laspar and Port Wentworth water will
be 39 plcocurles per ilter and 1034 picocuries per liter from
L-Reactor operation In the flrst and tenth years, respec—
t(vely, These are 0.2 and 5,2 psrcent, respectively, of the
EPA drinking-water standard of 20,000 plcocurles per iiter.

The ™0/yr™ water consumption In Table B-20 was a typographical
error; the entry should read "l1/yr." This has been corrected
fn the Final EI5,

A 100-yoar environmental dose commitment (EDC) was used In the
E1S rathar than an inf{nite EDC; this provides more meaningful
results by accounting for I(mpacts over a perfod of time compar-
able to tha maximum llfetime of an {ndividyal (Sectfon B,5),
Thus, (t provides the measure of risk to an Indlvidual, Longer
{ntegrating perlods or an infinite t{me {ntegra) would require
extremaly specutative predictions about man's environment for
thousands of years fnto the future.
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DA-25

DA-26

released with a 100-year integration period, 120 man
rem/Cl roleased with a 1,000-year Integration period,
and a 537 man rem/Ct released with an Infinite fntegra-
tlon pertod (Fowler and Nelson, "Health [mpact Assess—
mant of C-14 Emisslons From Normal Operatlons of Uran-
Tum Fuel Cycle Facilitles," EPA 520/5-80-004, Juna
1979, Figure 5), \Using Fowler's results to estimate
the EDC to the world population during the 100-ysar
perliod following retease of 12 Ci of C-14 from the
L-Reactor, one obtains 336 man rem (total body) com-
pared to the SRP estimate of 8.4 (for the U,S, popula-
tion), The Infinite EOC due to the release of 12 {1 of
C-14 to the atmosphere would be 6,440 man rem, using
Fowler's data,

g. B-35 - The bloaccumulation factor used for Cs-137 In
sh s 3000, According to the document this Is a
measured value, but 1t Is much larger than values gen-
erally used that range betwean 40 and 1300 for fresh-
water fish, The use of 3000 probably overestimates the
Cs-137 concentration In fish,

F. 4-30, para, 4 - A discussion on pages D-31 and D-32
ndicates tha © astimated flirst-year sediment/water
transport of Cs-137 after L-Reactor start-up was re-
duced from a 1981 estimate of 7,2 Cl to 2.3 Ci based on
a recent estimate. The latter appears reasonable, but
not having the references describing the first estimate
(DuPont, 1982a) and conslidering the importance of this
pathway, [t would be usaeful to explaln In Appendix D
the reason for the 5,4 Ci/yr reduction,

Section D,2,2 presents details on the selectlon of the ¢esium-
137 bloaccumulation factor of 3000,

Early estimates of radiocesium transport were based on modelling
predictions (Du Pont, 1982, DPST-81-241), The tfransport esti-
mates used in this EIS were based on measurements of radioces-
fum during cold flow tests, Using empirical data is baelleved
to be the better method for determining annual activity that
will be transported, The 1981 estimate of sediment-water
transport was obtained by assuming (1) that the suspended solld
concentrations In the secondary coolling water flowing in Steel
Cresk would be equal to that supplied from the Savannah Rlver
(15 mil|igrams per liter); and (2) that the suspended creek
siits and clays would have a ceslum-1357 concentration of 1200
picocurles per gram of suspendad sediment., B8ed load transport
was not considered, Thus, the 1981 estimate for sediment-water
transport for the first and second years after restart was
calculated to be 7,2 curles per year (0,015 gram per liter x
4.01 107" liters per year x 1200 plicocuries per gram x 1,0 x
107°“ curie par picocurie),
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Table M=2, DOE respenses to comments on Draft EIS (conttnued)

Comment Comments Responses

number
To reftine thase estimates, ces{um-137 sediment-water transport
was studied dur{ng the March 1982 testing of the secondary
cooling-water system with discharges of Savannah River water at
near-ambfent temperatures and at flows as high as 6,2 cublc
meters per second (more than half that expectaed durling
L-Reactor operatfon), Thase test results showed that the
sediment-water transport would be 2,3 £ 1,8 curfes (Sectfon
D.4.3.1) during the first and second years after the restart of
L-Raactor, Subsequent monttoring resutts for 1983 support this
estmate,

DA-27 p. 4=34, Table 4,17 - What radfonucl{de Is responsibie The radionuclide responsible for the relatfvely high dose to
for The relat{vely hfgh dose to the liver? Is It the liver is cestlum=-137, Cobalt-60 contributes less than 1
assumed to be Co-607 percent to the liver dose to all age groups.

DA-28 From a comparison of |lquild pathway doses, that dus to Ses tha response to comment DA-10,
t+he mobilization of Cs-137 and Co=-60 from Steel Creek
sediments exceeds the I(mpact of all other pathways many
times, This (s clearly illustrated in Table 4-19,

This (s a very signtficant fact that should greatiy
inftuence the survefllance program (ni(tiated when
L-Reactor begins operatton,
DA-29 p. 4-35, para, 1 - It states (n the text that the The 27.6 person-rem In the tenth year {s the sum of the

maximum populatton dose {s 27,6 person-rem (n the tenth
year of operation, whaereas Table 4=19 lists a value of

14,3 person-rem for that perfod., 1s the 27,6
person-rem a commi{tted dose, or why the apparent

dfsagreement?

p, 4=35, para, 2 - The health etfects l{sted here are

correctly computed using the values ot 120.3 fatal
cancers par million person-rem gfven in Table B-49 for
low-LET radiation, and 257 genetic effects per militon
person-rem gi{ven in Sectfon B,6.

80-k{ lometer population dose (14,3 person-rem) and the Port
Wentworth and Beaufort-lasper population dose (13,3 person-rem)
listed In Table 4-19 of the draft EIS,
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {coatinued)

Comment Comments Responses
number
4,2.1 Reactor Accldents

DA-30 p. 4-38 - The curle guantlitles of Ar-41 released by SRf A small annulus surrounds the reactor tank; ventilation air
reac?ors are second only to tritlum estimated for flows through It during normal operatfons, Argon-41 Is formed
L-Reactor: (19,500 Ci/yr vs, 54,900 Ci/yr from Table by neutron capture of argon-40 present in the alr, which Is
4-10}, yet no mentlon Is made of the release of any vented through the airborne activlity confinement system and the
Ar-41 followlng an accident, Granted, Ar-41 has a 61-meter stack, Because argon Is a noble gas, It is not
short halflife (1,83 hr) and much would decay during trapped by the conflnement system, In the event of an accl-
transit to the slte boundary, However, conslidering the dent, the reactor 1s promptly shut down; argon-41 production
distance fo the site boundary to be 9 km (5.6 miles), essentially stops, The dose contribution #from argon-41 Is
half the Ar-41 would survive to the sita boundary as- negligible compared to that from noble gas fission products In
suming a wind speed of only 3 mph, Thus, Ar-41 should any accident scenarlo,
ba Tncluded In an accldent analysis of L-Reactor, or an
explanation given as to why it has not been considered,

DA-31 p. 4-41, para, 2 - Isn't Immersion In the plume a usual Changes have been made In the EI$ to clarlfy this point,
alrborne exposure pathway considered, or have you
considered thls as plume shine? They are not the same
and Immersion should be considered,

DA-32 pe 4-53, last two para, - Followlng an accident aill All water used in reactor cleanup and reactivation would be
cooianT, ESU flow, and any other contaminated water is processed to romove radiocactivity before its discharge,
retalned in holding tanks. Thus, none will be released
to Stesl Creek and the Savannah River. However, what
relaases will occur later during clean-up and
reactivation of the reactor?

S5.1.2 Radlologlical Effects of Support Facilltles
DA-33 ps_5-12, Table 5-7 - it is surprising that no Li-238 Is All offluents with detectable amounts of uranlum will be

raeleased To surface streams,

discharged to seepage basins (Table 5-8), Thus, Tahla 5-7

llsts no releases directly to surface streams,
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Commant
number

Comments

Rasponses

DA-34

DA-35

DA-36

pe 5-12, 5.1.2. = Accidents and {ncidents In support

faci{lltles are not discussed as sources of radl{ation
exposure, although thelr potentf{al should be cons(d-
ered, Every few years, sign(ffcant amounts of tri{tfum
are accfdentally released to the atmosphere and ele-
vated plutonfum levels on site are due to such an
accident,

p, 5=13 and p., B-48 ~ The maximum organ dose to the

adult, Iike The child, is to the bone (0,12 mrem/yr)
rather than the total body dose of 0,022 mrem/yr glven
{n the report, This should be mentfoned, Also, eating
fish and drinking water are the critical water path-

Y Ad mmay Ve
ways. Also, what radionuclides contributed most to the

bone dosa?

Table B,30 to B,33 -~ A compar(son of the dose recefved

during the first year due to support factlitfes leads
to an {nteresting observation that cannot be explaflned
by the Informatfon provided, Except for the dose to
bone, which {s (dentical during the first and tenth
years for the 80 km poputation, the maximum (ndiv(dual,
and for the population drinking water (Beaufort-lasper
and Port Wentworth), a large fncrease (5-7 times)
occurs to the organ doses of the population drinking
water from the first to the tenth year that does not
occur to the maximum fndivfdual or to the 80 km
poputation, |t does not appear that the release to
surface streams from the seepage basins could account
tor this large fncrease, Onty the thyrold dose
increases sfmilarly among the three groups (a factor of
about 6) which 1s assumed to be due to (=131, but It
shouid have totally decayed during The three Yo four
year delay (n reachfng the surface streams from the
seepage basins {p. 5-151},

The major sources of tritium releases are assoclated with SRP
factlfties that are fnvolved In the productfon of tritium,
S{nce the purpose of L-Reactor [s the production of plutonifum,
only those support facllities (nvolved In the processing of
piutonium are dfscussed in this EiS. A new section, Section
5.1,2,9, has bean added to thfs final EIS to discuss the
Incremental risk of acclidents for support facll{tfes,

The main body of the DEIS generally presents only doses to the
age group receliving the highest body or organ doses, Doses for
all age groups and all organs are presented {n Appendix B,

Fish and drinking-water pathways accounted for most of the bone
dose; strontium-90 contributed the most fo this dose,

Doses during the first yesar are based on direct relesses to
surface streams (draft EtS Table 5-7), Dur{ng the tenth year,
additional radloactivity will enter surface streams from seep-
age basins (draft £1S Table 5-9)}, Most of the dose Increase to
downstream (nd!viduals and populatfons between the first and
tenth years {s caused by the Increase in ¥ritium releases,

This increass has little ef fect on the 80~k{lometer-radius pop-
ulation tecause they do not consume river water, The exposure
pathways for the 80-kilometer-radius population are fish,
shorellne activities, swimming, and boating (Append(x B},
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DA-37

If there is a simple explanation for these Increases In
organ doses from support facllity effluents, i+ should
be glven, See table below,

Tenth year dose/first year dose

Liver T, Bédy Thyrold Kidney Lung

80 km population

1,0 Tol 5.1 1,1 1.4

Maximum Individual

2.0 2.2 6.7 3.1 4.7

Beaufort-Jasper and Port Wentworth

6.5 5.5 6.8 5.9 6,7

~n

p.5-14, Table 5-8 - See above comment for Table 4-1}; also

consider 1-129 |n liquid effluent,

Only trace quantitles of fodIne-129 are released in Ifquid

of fluents, Such releases are included In the category "other
beta, gamma" In Table 5-B, For purposes of dose calculation,
"other bata, gamma™ was conservativaly assumed to be
strontium-90 (Table 5-8, footnote C).
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Comment Comments Responses
number
DA-38 Ps_5~15 - We belleve that the critical pathways and To avold overburdening the reader with voluminous tables of
radionucilides are important Information., Although the pathway analysls In the maln body of the E15, this data is
pathways can be obtained from Appendix B, 1T would be presented In Appendix B, Material has been added to Section
useful to Include It here., For axample, the thyroid Is 5.1.2.3 of tha £15 to ident!fy the pathways (milk and
t+ha critical organ and the dose received is primariiy vagetation) and radlonuciides (lodine-12% and -131) that
due to consumlng vegetables and ml lk containing radio- contributa most to the maximum organ (thyroid} dose,
iodine, Possibly the two short paragraphs presenting
the doses from atmospheric releases can be expanded to
Include this information,
DA-39 pa 5~16, Table 5-10 - The tritium value seems to be for Tritlum atmospheric releases of 9.4 x 10° curles total do not
the first year, with ten times as much released after Increase for support facilitles as they do for L-Reactor
10 years, but this is not mentioned. between the flrst and tenth years, Roelease estimates for
tritlum are correct for the type of operation planned for
For the separations areag (FAH) the listed value for L-Raactor,
tritium (H=3) 15 8,6 x10° Ci/yr while DPST-82-1054
Savannah River Plant Alrborne Emlssign and Controls
report Indicates a value of 8,6 x 1 Ci/yr for the
separations areas,
DA-40 pe 5-17, Table 5-11 ~ The lower total body dose from Atmospheric dose calculations tor L-Reactor use L-Reactor as
aftmospher ¢ releasas after 10 years does not make sense the release polnt; doses from support faclilitles are calculated
In vliew of the much higher tritium releases., Nelther as 1f releases occurred at the center of the Plant, The
does the explanation that maximum exposure locations location on the site boundary where the maximum individual
are changed, To the best of our knowledge, the atmos- resides was salected as the place where the total maximum
pheric dlispersion mode! appited by SRP Is simpiified so offsite doses from L-Reactor and support operations are
that all sources are assumed to be released at a cen- pradictad to occur. Because releases are constant over time
tral location on site, trom support facilitles but increase over time for L-Reactor
tritium, the geographtc location of L-Reactor with respect fo
total releases becomes more Important over time, Thus, the
location of the Individual receiving the maximum dose from
L-Reactor plus support facl|lties changes with time, This Is
not caused by a change !n atmospheric dispersion with time,
DA-41 p. 5-17, Tabte 5-11 - |t Is highly unlikely that the As stated In Sectlon 5.1,2.4 of the EIS: "The numbers listed as

TndTvidual recelving the maximum alrborne exposure will
also be the same person recelving the maximum exposure
through the aquatic pathway. |t is probably not appro-
priate to add these *wo doses, but 1t does show a very
small total dose.

totals fcr Individual and population doses are conservative
maximums: to recelve these doses, the composite Individual (or
populaticn) would have to occupy several locatlons
simultaneously,™
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

DA=42

DA-43

DA~44

DA-45

p. 5-17, para., ! - The maximum population dose of §,1

person—ram for the tenth ysar Is correct only 1f the
Part Weatworth and Beauwfort-Jlasper poputation recelves
the 2,8 person-rem vla the air pathway, It Is assumed
they would not be outside the 80 km radlus,

p. 5-17, last para, - The health ef fects checked by
calculatlon were found to be correct usling the factors
glven in Appendfx 8.6,

p. 5-18, Table 5=12 - Is additional utillzation of
‘Savannah RTver water for public water systems down-
stream contemplated in view of current groundwater
lavel lowering In the Savannah-Hl [fon Head area? Such
increased consumption would Increase the reglonal popu-
lation dosae,

p. 5=18, Table 5=12 - Values Ilsted In this table were
correct Iy summarized from ear|ler tables,

p. 5-19, para. t - Adding these doses Is a vary con-
servative approach, but is not appropriate (see siml lar
commant above), 1t may conceivably ba the same indi-
vidual that receives the maximum dose from the liquid
releases and radiocesium transport, but It ls highly
Improbable that this person wlll also recelve the
maximum atmospheric dose,

p. 5-19, para, 5 -~ The health of fects were correctly
computed for the U,5. population beyond the 80 km
radfus of SRP uslng the factors given In Appendix B.6&,

5.2.6 Cumuiative \mpacts-Radlological Effects

p. 5-33, Table 5-19 - Values In thils table agree with
those in Appendix B,

p. 5-33, Table 5~19 - Values under the liquid release
column (Reglfonal Population Dose} have Included in them
the contribution from consuming water In the Beaufort-
Jasper and Port Wentworth reglons and, thus, should so
Indicate with superscript {c) on each value,

Ses the response to comment DA-41,

Utilization of Savannah River water s based on projectijons for
the year 2000; It Includes growth In consumer populattion size
caused not only by population growth but also by changes from
wel l-water supply to river-water supply by & sizeable portion
ofthe population for both Beaufort-Jasper and Port Wentworth,

See the response to comment DA-41,

Through typographical error a Greek phl was printed after
"Raglional Population Dose™ in Table 5-9, This has been
replaced with a *c* in the Final EIS,
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DA-46

DA-47

DA-48

DA-49

p. 5-33, Table 5-19 - Do these doses Include the effect
of 1=129 releases based on actual measurements (n
vagetation and thyrolds? The paper by Kantelo, Titfany
and Anderson fn Environmental Migration of Long-Lfved
Rad{onuclides (VAEA, Vienna, 1982) p, 495 f{ndicates a
maximum (worst case) dose of 1,6 mrem/yr, The sum
maries are dlfficult to check because Appendix B dose
comptlations are not itemized by radfonuciide; could
this (nformation bs provided?

. 5=34, Table 5-20 ~ According to footnote {(a), con-
centraTions of Go-b0 {n drinking water were based on a
dilution with 300 cubic meters of water par second.
Howaver, there (s no reduction (n the Co-60 concentra-
+ion batween rivar water below the plant and drinking
water at Port Wentworth or Beaufort-lasper, Also, why
{5 the 5r-90 concentration not conslidered for dilutfon
along with some decontamination of the water treatment
plants?

p. 5-34, Table 5-20 - The 1-131 concentration fn mflk
dus fo L-supporf 15 (nconsistently high relat{ve to *the
antire SRP source; which {s wrong? Simflarly, the C-14
concentration (n alr due to L-Reactor Is incons{stently
high relative to the entire SRP source,

p. 5-35, para, 1 - The computation of health eftacts
are correct based on factors given In Appendix B,6.

6,1, SRP Monitoring Programs

o 6=1 ara, 3 - A brlef description of the TRAC Lab-
oratory glume Wonitor and its capabllifties should be
included In This discussfon, It Is certalnly an asset
to SRP afrborne survelllance capabllities,

Doses lfsted In Table 5-19 are based on models described in
Appendix B and {nclude no doses based on actual environmental
mon(toring data, Howaver, data from studies at the Savannah
River Laboratory by Kantelo have been used to verify model
caleulations of (odine~129 dispersion (n the environment,

Cas fum=137 concentrations (n Beaufort-Jaspar and Port Wentworth
drinking water are based on studies made in the mid-1960s when
ces um concentrations were more eas{ly measurable (n river and
water-treatment-plant water, These concentratfons take (ntfo
account additional dflution downriver from other surface water
and decontamination across the water—treatment plants, Decon-
tam{nation data were not available for cobalt-60 or strontium-
90; thus, no adjustments were made for these radionuclides In
Tabls 3=20,

Typographical errors account for the apparent discrepancies in
Tabla 5-20, lodine-131 concentration {n milk from L-Reactor
support factlities shquid be 1,2 x 107 picocuries per liter
rather than 1,2 x 167, Slmfgar!y, carbon-14 i{a the alr from
L-Reactor should be 9,3 x 1077 plcocuries per cubic meter
rather than 9.3 x 107! picocuries per cublc meter. The concen-
tration of argon-41 from SRP should be 1,4 x 10’ ptcocuries per
cublc meter rather than 1.4 x 10, making the tota! 2,3 x 10}
{nstead of 2.3 x 10, These have been corrected I(n Table 5-20
of the Final £15, In add{tion, the footnote to this table has
been changed to clarify how concentrations were calculated,

The TRAC piume monitor is a research vehicle and
+he routine environmental monttoring program, However, [t Is
avaliable and w{l! ba used {n the event of a plant radloactiv-

ity release acc{dent,
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DA-50 ps 6-10, Section 6.2.4 ~ The moniforing for Cs-137 In See the response to commant DA-10,

the creeks accepting discharges, and especially In
Steel Cresk, and in the Savannah River adjacent to SRP,
has speclal Importance because this Report strongly
Iindicates that thls is the pathway (redistribution and
transport of Cs=137 In creek sediments) that will have
the greatest radiologlcal impact dus to L-Reactor
start-up, Therafore, 1t Is cruclal that an intensive
study be taken during the first year following start-up
to monltor and measure the quantity of Cs-137 that Is
transported along the creeks and Intc the Savannah
River, Also, Tthe study should be continued after the
first year to confirm if a decrease In Cs~137 transport
occurs as Is predicted,

The document states that Cs-137 is below detectable
lavals In the Savannah River and that a speclial moni-
toring program for Cs=137 will be Initlated. Does this
spaclal program Include making absolute measurements of
the Cs=-137 In river water? It is belleved that perl-
odic measurements of the actual Cs-137 concentration In
the river water should be determined before and after
L-Reactor start-up. Thls can be accompllshed by con-
centrating the Cs-137 from large water volumes by

Ton exchange wlth further concentration, If necessary,
tw publlshed radlochemical technliques,

when necessary, cesium-137 concentrations In river water will
bs monitored by technlques approprlate to the concentration
lavels, Thls Includes the use of lon-exchange columns to
remove and concentrate ceslum-137 from water for radloanalysis,
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STATEMENT OF MARGUERITE S, RICE

3021 Fox Spring Rd,
Augusta, GA 30909
November

Malvin J, Sires 111

t.S. Dept, of Energy

Savannah River Cperations Office
P.0, Box A

Alken, So, Carolina 29801

Dear Melvin Sires:

! am an individual, a famtly membar, a reglstered nurse In the
Augusta area, concerned with maintaining health, preventing
Iliness, and halping people regaln thelr well-belng, | am wel!l
awara, In this fleld, ot how Interdependent we are, not only
with one another but with other animats, plants, alr, water -
In other words with everything that constitutes our environ-
ment, Major changes are not made In one area or with ons seg-

mant of the populatfon that do not have far-reaching effaects on

us atl,
Such 1s the nature of my concern over the proposed rastart of See the reiponses to comments AA-1 and AA~3 regarding cooling-
DB=1 the {-Reactor at SRP, A tremendous increase In the amount of water mitlqation alternatives and DOE's commitment to comply
scalding water golng into a CSRA creek is not only In violation with appllczable Federal and state envirommental protection
of state water quallty regulations but s a violatlon of the requlations, and the response to comment BM=1 regarding DOE's
vary lite of plants and anlmals in that area which iIn the Record of llecision on this EIS,
ecologlcal balance affects not only thelr lives but ours as
wall,
DPB-2 | am aiso totally opposed to usling the Savannah River as a See the response to comment BT-2 regarding water quality,
waste dump for radioactive and/or toxic chemicals,
0B-3 The nscessity of meeting production scheduies is nof a As pointed out in the EiS, the need for plutonium was estab-
reasonable response to me or any others who have falt the fished by ‘two di fferent adminfstrations in Nuclear Weapons
health and safety of the area resldents at severely Increased Stockplle Memoranda, Also see the responses to comments AA=3

risk over this proposed restart of the L-Reactor,
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and AB-17 regarding DOE's commltment to comply with all
appllicable Federal and state environmental protection
regulations and the effects of past radliologlcal releases,

I sincerely hope that my views wlll not only be added to those
of others but will be heard.
Thank you,

Sincerely,

Marguerite 5, Rice

T . AT P I B o e . T n o



06T-H

Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {continued)
Comment Comments Raesponses
number
STATEMENT OF MICHAEL MURRAY
Michael Murray
13 Warbler Lane
Hi Ifon Head tsland, SC 29928
November 5, 1983
U.5, Dept, Energy
P.0. Box A
SRP Operations Office
Alken, SC 29801
ATTN: M,J, Sires 111
Dear Mr, Sires:
nc-1 The environmantal Impact statement addressss the epidemiologl~ The nationai poiicy on nuciear weapons, their depioyment, and

cal studles, but fails to study entomologlcal studtes: namely
"Pacco Wave" Theory. Also Drs, Sergle Carplsta of the USSR and
br, Carl Sagan and Dr, Edward Teller agree in principle that a
iimlted 5 megaton atomic warfare would eventually annlhilate
the worid by blowlng up the ozone, creating dust clouds and
causing a freeze, starvation and bllllons of deaths, Why builld
more A bombs In light of these recent findings. Please do not
reopen the L-Reactor until further studies are made,

M, Murray

the need for Increased weapons Is beyond the scope of this EIS,
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0D-1

DD-2

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE D, BENEDICT

Lawrence D. Benedlct
38 lvy Chase
Atlanta, Georgia 30342

Novembar 7, 1983

Melvin J, Sfres, IlI

Ass{st, Manager for Health, Safety and Environment
U,5. Department of Energy

Savannah Rfver Operatlons Office

P,0, Box A

Alken, SC 29801

Dear Mr, Sires:

I have previcusly addressed statements during Savannah River
Plant £1S hearings representing the League of Women Yoters,
Savannah-Chatham and, at times, The Georgla Conservancy and
Coastal! Cltizens for a Clean Environment, | presume our views
stitl colncide, But we have moved from Savannah to Atlanta
since last | testifled at a scoping hearing [n Savannah and
present this written statement as a concerned citlzen,

Please see address change above,

| note with great satisfactton the declaration by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency that the planned restart of the Savan-
nah Rfver Plant's tdle L-Reactor {s "environmentally unsat{s~
tactory," Intarastingly, that was a conclusion reached more
than a year ago by EPA staffers, but muzzled by the then top
admin{strators of the Agency. We also thought so, and sald so,
aver since the proposal Yo reactivats a 1953 plsce

mach fnery surfaced {n 1980!

fgacvivave & 17775 paalo of nuclear

Furthermora, we do not believe the DEIS findings produced
anything to assuage our anxfetfses about damages to be caused by
super heated water dlscharges and escape of radi{oactive gasses,

EPA's Manvironmentally unsatisfactory™ rating s based
primar{ly on a concern that no final agreement had been reached
with the State of South Carclina on coollng~water dfscharges
and a Nat{onal Pollution Discharge EtImination System Parmit,
00E s working with both the state and EPA to resolve these
concerns, Also see the response to comment AA~1 regarding

coo ting-water mitigation o

L-Reactor direct cooling-water discharges to Staal Creek would
be at about 73°C and, hence, would not be super~heated {n the
ordinary sense, although they would be above South Carclina

oL i P PP R R o he . o " I
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Tabile M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

0D=3

Bashear, according to UPl, did state, "the environmental [(mpact
statement Is essentlally OK, but a final €15 must be approved,”
wo wonder f there Is time left to produce an acceptable
statement? Obviously EPA (s as concerned as we are about

| n s Rmaadad L f il
ground water contamination, the discharge of heated off luent

fnto Steel Creek and "uncertainties I[nvolving the dfisposal of
varifous potenti{al and actual hazardous wastes generated from
reactor operati{ons,"

We fail to see In the DEIS any stgns of mitfgatfon measures to
correct the widely recognfzed L-Reactor deficlencies, There (s
passing mentfon of coolling towers and containment domes, but no
tndication they will be In place prior to reactivation, |
personally will insist these measures be {nstallied. I|'m sure
the League of Women voters will agree, as will other Georgla
and South Carolina environmental groups.

The very concept of rushing fnto reactivation without

cons fdering the warning of EPA and Ignoring the wishes and
concern of the majority citizenry of the SRP area, fs foolish,
perhaps disastrous. We hope this administratfon takes heed,
Thank you,.

Sincereiy,

Lawrence D, Banedlict

standards for discharge fo Class B streams. Also see the
reasponse to commont AA-1 regarding coollng-water alternat(ves
fn this Ftnal EIS, Alfrborne radlonuclide releases from the
Savannah River Plant are about a factor of 10 balow the pro-
posed new EPA standard and are thus not expected fo be a major
problem; a continuing effort Is underway to reduce these re-
leases, Also see the response to comment AJ-t regarding
groundwater contamination,

Mitigation measures are discussed In detail fn Section 4,4 of
the EIS. See the responses to comments AA-1 and AB~13 regard-
Ing cooling-water mitigattion alternatives, and the response to
comment BF--7 regarding containment domes,
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Table M=2, DOE responsas to comments on Draft EIS (continued)

Comment Commants Responses
number
STATEMENT OF EUGENE J, CARROLL, JR.
Center for Defense Informatlon
303 Capltol Galiery West
600 Maryland Avenue, S.W,
Washington, D,C, 20024
November 1, 1983
Mr. M, J, Sires, 111
Asslstant Manager for Health,
Safety and Environment
U.S. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Offlice
P.0, Box A
Alken, SC 2980t
Dear Mr, Sires:
DE- The Center for Defense Information Ts unable to address in See the response to comment AB-8 regarding the need for
detall the important environmental lssues surrounding restart material,
of the Savannah River Plant's L-Reactor, but wa can speak
directly to the actual need for a fourth strateglic materials
production plant at Savannah River, Even setting aside for the
moment very pertinent questlions about the military utility of
adding thousands of nuclear weapons to an already overburdened
U.S. arsenal, CDI can ldentify no compelling need to restart
the L-Reactor,
DE=2 Reductions In planned nuclear weapons productlion programs made The national policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and

over the last two years clearly obviate the 1980 decision to the need for Increased weapons is beyond the scope of this EIS,

restart the L-Reactor, The planned number of Air-Launched
Crulse Mlsslies has apparently been cut by more than 1,000,

The number of MX warheads has been cut in half by 1,000, To
date, Congress has foreclosed production of 1,000 155mm neutron
artillery rounds, Production of 500 warheads for the Sentry
anti-bal listlc missile and another 500 for the Standard
Misslle=2 anti-alrcraft weapon has been moved to the

out-years, Although the Reagan Administration is stili calling
tor an unconsclonably large growth in the U.S. nuclear arsenal,
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Table M=-2,

BOE responses to comments on Draft EIS (continuad)

Comment

number

Comments

Responses

DE~3

De-4

<2

w

3,000 weapons hava baen cancelled outright and another 1,000
delayed since the In(t{al decisfon to restart the L-Reactor,

At the same time, tt !s reported that h(gher laevels of produc~
+ian at +ha PDa K- and NaDoasndarme praciil®ad Iia a SNl f ]l ameam

LEE AL L LELL- ] » 'y QW W NNOUe Y D I DOoUr Yo LRLEL = LA E R L=l
surplus of supergrade plutonfum {n FY 1982 and FY 1983, This
plus planned (ntroduction of more efffclient Mark-15 production
cores, put to rest the concerns ralsed In 1981 about a shortage
of strateglic materials to support the Reagan Administration
nuclear buftdup. Fafllure to obtain approval of the 155mm
neutron artillery round and detay of the Sentry ABM, both heavy
users of tritium, further reduce the requirement for new
tritium production,

It is difficult to square the Department of Energy's drive to
restart the L-Reactor with the worry often aired by its offi-
cfals that strategic materials production Is too concentrated
geographically, Current plans to restart the Purex Reproces-
sing Plant at the Hanford Reservatfon and bulld new production
fac{lit{es at the ldahc Natfonal Englineering Facility certainly
do more to meet these concerns than would restarting the

{ ~-Reactor,

P S S, o raa 4 a

Firally, it the Reagan Administration is truly committed to its
assorted START and bul ld-down proposals, the DOE wil} be able
to reprocess more strategic materials from "bu!lt-down" war-
heads than {+ could ever need for a smaller number of new

nuclear weapons,
Stncerely.
Eugaena J, Carroll, Ir,

Rear Admiral, USN (ret,)
Deputy Director

Ses the response to comment BL-20 regarding mater(al! needs as
definsd {n the NWSM, and the responss *o comment BL-21

regarding productfon alternatfves,.

Geographical distribution of defense nuclear material produc=
tfon faci{liti{es Is one of a number of factors that s con-
sidered [n the evaluation of future production capacity.
However, rastart of L-Reactor In comblnation with (mplementa=
tion of planned {nft{atives (s necessary for meeting near-term
defense nuzlear materfal needs, There are no other viable
options at other DOE s{tes that could provide the needed
matertals,

S5ea The response Tto comment BL-19 regarding utiijzation of
material from retired weapons,
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Table M-2, 0DOE responses fo comments on Draft £1S (continued)

Comment
number

Comments

Responses

OF-1

STATEMENT OF SUZANNE A, SHUMAN

128C E. 60
Savannah, GA 31405
Oct, 28, 1983

Representative Thomas:

As a concerned citlzen, mother, and teacher, | am writing to
you concerning the L-Reactor's E.1,5. | think the EIS
concluslons are unacceptable, Please astablish an oversight
comml +tee of the Savannah Rlver Plant facllity., | am also
concerned about not having provislons for coollng towsrs or a
containment dome,

Thank you for your concern, and efforts,

Stnceraly,

Suzanne A. Shuman

See the response to comment BQ-2 regarding exIsting oversight
mechanisms, the response to comment BF-7 regarding containment
domes, and the rasponses to comments AA-1, AA-3, and AB-13
regarding coollng-water mitigation alternatives,
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Comment
number

Comments

Responses

2
¥

DG-2

DG-3

STATEMENT OF AMY G, DARDEN
October 31, 1983
Dear Representative Thomas:

The Department of Energy's Draft Environmental impact
Statement, L-Reactor Operatlon, Savannah River F;anT overlooks

several signlticant points that T would ITke ¥o bring to your
attention,

In the thirty years of plant coperations at SAP there has never
baen an Independent study of the health and environmental

of fects of the reactors at SRP that was not conducted by,
flnanced by, or bmsed on data collected by the DuPont Company.
DOE's EIS Is overwhelmlingly based on DuFont publlcations, The
people who live In Georgla and South Carolina deserve to know
what the health effects of SRP are; It appears that we will
have to walt longer since no one In a position of authority
sgems concerned that an independent study has not been under-
teken, According to the South Carolina Bureau of Vital Statis-
tics infant mortallity rates and cancer rates In countles adja-
cent to SRP are 4-10X higher than in other areas of the state,

As aevery high schoo! blofogy student {earns, there [s no safe
dose of radiation, 1t takes only one radicactive particla, one
cell, and one gene to start the cycle of cancer and genetic
mutatlion,

But at SRP's reactors there are no contalnment domes and no
| 9
[ 1]

oy acale 2 S L.
cooling towers, Is there any loglc as to why reactors mak

g
weapons grade materials are not held to the same safety
guldetlines as commerclal nuclear powar plants? With 1ts
emissions of radlioactive gases and cooling water the L-Reactor
witl have an Impact on the health of human, plant, and animal
populations in Georgla and South Carolina,

The DOE has also failed to fInd the solution to the problem of
solid wastes disposal, Solid wastes are conslidared much safer
than liquid radicactive wastes which are already leaking from
contalners into the Tuscaloosa aqulfer, But are we prepared to

- A
s To comments A

s AV-B
emiological studles.

o @

Estimates of atmospheric releases from L-Reactor and its
support facliities are gliven in Sections 4,1,1.6, 4.1.,2,1, and
5.1.2,2, These releases result in amblent alr concentrations
that fall within all applicable state and Federal guldeilnes,
Also, ses The response to comment BF-7 regarding containment
domes, and the responses to comments AA=t, AA-3, and AB-13
regarding cooling-water mitlgation alternatlves,

No liquid radicactive wastes have been found to have leaked
Into the Tuscaloosa Aqul fer, As described In the EIS, some
contamination of Tuscatoosa wells has occurred from nonradlo-
active degreaslng agents; see the response to comment AJ-1,
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Comment
number

Comments

Rasponses

protect the public from those wastes over the enormous periods
of time that must pass befors the wastes lose thelr
radioactivity?

The SRP has been described as the "bomb that has already been
dropped,"” As a biologlst concerned with Ilfe and particulariy
with human llte, | an appalled at the flagrant oversights In
the EI1S and the massive duping of the pubilic by the Department
of Energy. The L-Reactor was commissioned to make plutonium
and tritium for nuciear warheads to be used in our natlon's
dofense, When Is someone going to defend the clitizens agalnst
the bomb makers?

| will appreclate your evaluation on The safety of life in our
area |f the L-Reactor startup proceeds In January 1984,

Yours for a safe and healthy world,
Amy G, Darden

7911-A Tybes Rd,
Savannah, GA 31410

With respact to the disposa! of high- and low-leve! radloactive
waste see the responses to comments AV-2 and BA-5.
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Table M-2, DOE responses to comments on Draft EIS {(continued)

Comment Commants Responses
number
STATEMENT OF DORETHEA SMITH
Oct, 31, 1983
Mr. Melvin J, Sires, 111
U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Offlce
Post Offlce Box A
Atken, South Carolina 29801
Attn: EIS for L-Reactor
Dear Mr, Sires,
1'm very concerned about the environment we llve In today, we
have the Department of Energy (DOE} atong with the Environ~
mental Impact Statement,
The L-Reactor Operatlon at the Savannah River Plant should be
study very careful because we are talking about human being,
and the environment which wa live In,

DH=1 The startup ot the L-Reactor wlll lIncrease by 33% the load on See the response to comment AJ-1 regarding the use of sespage
seapage basins currently leaking toxic chemical Into fresh- basins and the responses to comments AV-2 and BA-5 regarding
water source for much of the Southeast, The amount of lliquid the disposal of high- and low-level radloactive waste,
high-lave! wastes produced at the Savannah River Plant will
increase by 33%,

DH-2 The Department of Energy plans involve the flushing of radio- See the response to comment AA-2 regarding the relationshlp of
active cosium into the Savannah River. This is not safe and | radiocesium and radiocobalt concentrations to EPA drinking
feal the startup of the L-Reactor should be avolded in South water standards.

Carclina,
DH=-3 The Department of Energy facllities should be required to See the responses to comments AF-1, BF-7 and BF-8 regarding the

comply with federal and State Environmental Standards appli-
cable to commerclal reactor sltes; and very serlous steps be
taken to avoid damage to the environment before startup, And
1f proving not to be sate for our environment that we live in,
| urge you and others not to start up the L-Reactor in South
Carcolina for the production of plutonium,

differences between SRP reactors and commerclal light-water
reactors, and the responses to comments AA=), AA-3, and AF-2
regarding D0E's commitment to comply with all applicable
Federal and state environmenta! requlations and to take all
reasonable steps to mitlgate Impacts,
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Responses

| would like to have a copy of the Final Draft Envirommental
Impact Statement along with any other Information you can share

with mo,
Thanking you In advance for your assistance,
Sincerely,

Borethea Smith
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Comment
nhumber

Commants
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STATEMENT OF FRANCES HART

ENERGY Frances Close Hart
RESEARCH Board Chalrperson
FOUNDAT ION

2530 Devine Street John M, Lawson
Sulte 201 Executive Director

Columbta, South Carclina 29205

Dear Mr, Sires,

[l Wy o

ement by Dr. Georgs W. Rathjens of the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology regarding the need for
plutontum as It relates to the startup of the L-Reactor,

1 submit this for the EtS record for Dr. RathJens, atong with a
copy of his professlonal blography which | would llke to put on
the record with his statement,

The hearing seemed extremely wel!l-organized, as usual, and
thank you for alilowing us fo appear, and well as for your
always prompt and pleasant help In our requests for
Information,

| ook forward to seeing the final EIS,

Sincerely,

Frances Hart
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number

T10€-K

STATEMENT BY
DR, GEORGE WILL)AM RATHJENS
November 1, 1983

| do not have the expertise, nor have ! had the time, to review
the parts of tha Environmental [mpact Statement that address
the of fect of reactivation of the L-Reactor on the environ-
mont, My Impression (s that a competent job has been done and
that the statement fatrly describes what might be expected,
The unclassifled version of the statemant does not, howaver,
provide enough f{nformation on alternative means of I[ncreasing
plutonfum and tritfum productfon for me or, | belleve, other
readers, to judge whether (ts conclusions In this respect are
sound, And most lmportantly, It Is totally unconvincing in
Jjustifylng the need for (ncreased production of these mater|-
als, Indeed, {t makes no attempt %o do so, claiming that the
relevant data, projectfons, etc,, must be classffied, This is
the area | wish to address.

01-1 The fnitiative to {ncrease production of plutonium was taken [n The natfonal policy on nuclear weapons, thelr deployment, and
1980 after review of weapons stockplle needs by a high-tevel the need for Increassd weapons (s bayond the scope of this EIS,
comm{ttee, Since then a great deal has happened that suggests
t+hat we will need less plutonfum for new weapons than had been
anticipated at that time and that more will be avaflable from

bl L ma s - am -
old weapons belng retired from other sources, Specl{fically:

1. The programs for the MX miss({le and the afr-launched
crulse missile have been cut back,

2, The 1982 review of the ABM freaty has not resulted (n
any changes in the treaty and there (s now no prospect
of an early ballistic missile defense deployment, The
Sentry ABM program has been cancel led,

3. The productfon of 155 mm art{!lery shells has been
delayed,

I T T T I LA L] . L e e g Vo i v BT R T 0 ey ot N BT T n I
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Commant
numbar

Comments

Responses

Di-2

D1-3

4, A decisfon has been announced to withdraw 1400 nuclear
warheads from Europe,

5. The Congress has refused to support contf{nuation of the
Clinch River Breeder program, which would have required
large amounts of plutonfum,

With these changes there {s not l{kely to be any need for re-
activation of the L-Reactor I[n the near future, and possibly
ever, In additlon, any progress (n arms control would very
!ikely further reduce demand for plutonium;, In th{s connaction
{t should be noted that:

1, The concept of a "bufld down" of nuclear weapons re-
quirfng that two old warheads be given up for each new
one acqufred has gained Increased acceptance, and a
varlant of (t [s now refiected (n the President's arms
control proposal - a varfant that would require that
the rate of retirement of strateglic weapons be at least
tive percent per year,

Requirements for the supply of fuel-grade plutonium to CRBR
were not fncluded {n the determination of plutonfum supply and
demand (n the Nuclear Weapons Stockpfle Memoranda becauss this
plutontum for CRBR would be obtafned from sources outsfde the
defense nuclear materfal complex, Materfal from sources under
cons deration (commercfal spent fuel and purchases from foreign
countries) would not be avallable to the weapons program be-
cause of exfsting law and restrictlons expected to be {mposed
by the couatry providing the mater(al, Furthermore (even ff
these restrictlions did not exist), this plutonfum could not be
used for conversion to weapons-grade plutontum within a time
frame that would affect the need for L-Reactor, because the
Specfal lIsotope Separation process {s not expacted to be avafl-
able fn 1990 and DOE has enough fuel-grade plutonium for
btending durfng this period,

See the response to comment DI~! regarding the scope of this
ElS.
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Rasponses

2, The U,S5, remains committed to glving up or limitf{ng the
deployment of (ntermediate range nuctear weapons (n
Europe (f a sultable agreement can be reached with the
Soviet Unfon,

Finally, some of the nuclear weapons programs that would

require new warheads that have been approved by the President
can, and ghould ba, serfously guestionad, Examples are the MX

ugas T ionets

and the enhanced radf{ation weapons, or neutron bombs,
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GEORGE WILLIAM RATHJENS

Born June 28, 192% (n Falrbanks, Alaska
Yaie University, B.3., 1946
Untversity of Callfornia, Ph,D, (Chemistry}, 1951

Columbia University
Instructor, Chemistry, 1950-~1953

Weapons Systems Evatluation Group, Offlice of the Secretary of
Detfense,
U,5, Department of Defense Scientiflic Advisor, 1953-1958

Harvard University
Fellowsh{p {(Office of Naval Research), 1958-1959

Office of the Speci{al Assfstant to the President (Sclence and
Technology)
Member of the Staff, 1959-1960

Advanced Research Projects Agency, U,5. Department of Defense
Chief Sclentist, 1960-1961
Deputy Director, 196i-i962

United States Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
Deputy Assistant Director, Sclence and Technology, 1962-
1964
Spectal Assistant to the Director, 1964-1965

Institute for Defanse Analyses
Director, Weapons Systems Evaluation Division, 1965-1967

Director, Systems Evaluatlion Division, 1967-1968

Massachusetts Institute of Technology
Department of Polltica) Sclence, Vis{t{ng Professor, July
1968-July 1969
Department of Pollt(cal Sclience, Professor, July
1969-present

United States Department of State
Deputy U,S. Representative for Non-Prollferation and
Chalrman, Management Committee for American Participation
in the Internatfonal Nuclear Fuel Cycla Evaluation,
1979=-1980
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Dr. Rathjens graduated from Yale University (n 1946 with a
8,8, In Chemistry, and racefved a Ph,D, from tha Unfvarsity of
Calffornia fn 1951, also (n chem(stry, He taught, and
continued with rassarch on molecular structurae, at Columbia
Unfversity from 1950-1953,

He left Columbfa University In 1953 to joln the staff of the
Weapons Systems Evaiuation Group of the Depariment of Defense,
With the exception of one year (1958-1959), during which he did
research (n physical chem{stry at Harvard, he remained (n
Wash{ngton for the next 15 years {(n posi{tions Involv{ing:

the analysis of mitftary research and development, and
weapons acqufsition programs;

the development of national securfty policy, Including arms
control policy, In areas where technlcal problems were of

importance;

the administration of the work of others so fnvolved and of
mtt(tary research and development programs,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
STATEMENT OF JOHN WINTHROP
JOHN WINTHROP & CO,, 1NC,
140 Broadway
New York, New York 10005
(212) 480-9080
November 4, 1983
Mr, Melvin J, Sfres, 11}
U.5. Department of Energy
Savannah River Operations Office
Fost Offi{ce Box A
Alken, South Carolina 29801
Dear Mr, Sires:
DJ~1 As a landowner [n South Carclina and as an American cltizen, | See the responses to comments BF-7 and BF-8 regarding the

am deeply concerned that the DOE facllf{tles on the Savannah
River and elsewhere be required to comply with all environmen-
tal standards applfcable to commerclal reactor sltes,
more, | hope | am correct (n assuming that steps are being
taken to avold damage to the environment BEFORE startup,
Please let ma know (f | can be helpful {n furthering these
important objectives,

Sinceraly yours,

John Winthrop

JW:ss

Further-

d{tferences betwaen SRP reactors and commerci{al light-water
reactors, and the responses to comments AA-1, AA-3, and AF-2
regarding DOE's comm(tment to comply with all applicabie
Federal and state environmental protection regutations and to
take all reascnable steps to mitigate [mpacts.
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DK-1

STATEMENT OF B, G, CLOYD BY W, H, RICE, JR,

U,5., Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administrati{on
South Caroltna Division Office

1835 Assembly Street
Suite 758
Columbfa, South Carolina 29201
November 8, 1983

Mr, M, J, Sires, III

Ass{stant Manager for Health,
Safety and Env{ronment

U.S, Department of Energy

Savannah River Operatfons Office

P, 0, Box A

Afken, SC 29801

Daar Mr Sires:

Subject: Draft Environmental |mpact Statement -
" -Reactor Operati{on, Savannah River Plant,
Alken, South Carolfna™ (DOE/EIS5-0108D)

Refarenca !s mada to the draft EIS and vour letter of September
23, 1983, Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
document, We do not foresee any significant effect on the
highway system as a result of the L-Reactor operation. We
furnished a copy of the draft to the South Carolina Department
of Highways and Publfc Transportatton and inquired (f they
wished us to Include any comments wfth our response, They
advised they dfd not have any comment for us to {nclude,

Although we see no signfflcant effect, we do lst the following
comments for your consi{deration:

Shipper's safety relfance rests primarily In packaging
(DOT Specltfication) and In specfally trained escort
personne!. This (s In kKeepfng with usual procedures
fnvelving high risk fransportatfon and appears adeguate on
{ts surface,

DOE complf{es with DOT packaglng and escort regulations
regarding the transportatf{on of high-risk materlatls,
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Comment Comments Responses
number
DK=2 Accldent risk Is hypothetical since there (s no prior DOE takes credit for the safety record of type-B vessels (n
history of accfdental release of mater(al contalined In their shipp{ng procedures, and thelr safety and impact
Type B vessels, assessments,
DK=3 Wo would be more concerned with fncoming shipments of Agreements, contracts, or purchase orders (ssued by DOE or Its

ftammable products such as gasoline., |f cutside vendors
are used, what control (s exercised to assure complf{ance
with Title 49 over thase vendors? Are cargo tanks
routinely examined on entry to SRP? What controels are
exercised In the off-loading of products? The statement
is sflent {n this regard.

Stncerely yours,

B. G. Cloyd
Division Admintstrator

By W. H. Rice, Jr,
Distrtct Enginear

prime contractor for vendor transport servfces {nclude require-
mants to operate within all DOT and other agency regutations,
The performance of these vendors (s routinely monltored to
assure compliance with requfrements, DOE-SR and SRP [mplemsn-—
tatton plans fnctude procedures for proper identif(cation and
exam{nation of all shipments, Including cargo tanks, enterfing
the SRP,

These plans also Include procedures for off-loading and han-
dltng of varfous classes of materfals and contatners commensu-
rate with thefr potentfal hazard, These procedures are part of
the general safety practfces of the Plant, but (nclude spec(al
procedures for handling and storing high-level materials,





